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(i) BaringPoint Testa 

79. Each state commission in this joint application retained BcaringPoint to perfom a 
third-party test of SBC’s OSS.= Although ssch state commission oversaw its own BearingPoint 
test, we determine that it is appmpripte to consider the findings of the tests together because 
BeanngPoint reviewed the same subject matter and the same 0SS,)O6 ami conducted its tests in m 
identical fashion across the four 
through a collaborative process involving state commission staff, Bearingpoint, SBC, 
competitive LECs, and other in& parties.” Bearingpoint tested five domains of OSS 
functionality (pre-order and order, provisioning. maintenance and repai~, billing, and relationship 
management and i&astwture) mss three difFcrent test families in the four states. The fust, 
Transaction Verification and Validation crvv), consisted of tmmact~ ‘on-based tests and the 
second, Processes afid procedurts Review (PPR), reviewed SBC‘s wholesale b u s i s  processes 
and management practices. BearingPoint completed tests of both of these families in all four 
states. As described below, Baeringpoint bas not completed its test of the third family, PMR. 

For example, the MTP for each state was developed 

)o) Together with SBC, the state ConrmiUiom of Illik 
2000 to design a Masts Test P h  (MTP) and wnducl a Wipar ty  tcst of the commercial readiness of SBC’s OSS 
intcrfaecs documeotatiw, and procnres. See SBC Applifation, App. A, Vol. 2, Tab 11, AfMavit of Mark 1. 

Bell) at para. 2; SBC ApplicetiOn, Am. M, Vol. 3 1, Tab 165-F’ar~ A (BearingPoint’s Indiana Bell Interim OSS and 
Perfomrancc Measurement Status Repat) at 7; SBC Cottre1VL.m Aff., Attafh. D (BcariagPoint’s Third pdny 
OSS Tcst for Wisconsin Bell), at para. 2. On June 1,2000, the Ohio CommisSion and SBC retained Bearingpoint as 
tht  stnte’s third-party test adminimator. Ohio Commissiion Comments at 3. 

’ca For these Same rearam, we also determime that it is appropriate to apply our analysis of the BearingPoint test in 
the SBC Michigon I1 Or& to the instlnt joint application. See, e.g., SBC Sept. 12 Ex P a m  Later, Attach. A at 1; 
SBC Application Reply App., Vol. la, Tab 3, Reply Affidavit of JvStin W. Brown, Mark 1. CoteclL and Beth 
Lawson (SBC Brorm/CottrelVLawson Reply M.) 81 para. 7 (indicating that, with minor difkmca,  Bearingpoint‘s 
tests developed in all five of the M i d m  stats arc very similar). We discuss the E BY test below. Sea paras. 86-87 
r@a. 

m’ In its reply, SBC notes mat the MTPs developed in all five of thc Midwest states are vcry similar ”with only 
minor differences resulting f h m  stateipccific i u w s ,  such as testing l i  spliaiqylii sharing orders in llliou and 
Michigan. . . .” SBC Brorm/Comell/Lawson Reply Aff. at pup. 7. We dctrrmine that these minor differences 
among the Bearingpoint tests do not p&d the result, of thae tests. For example, d i e  the Illinois, Indiana, and 
Ohio commissions, which permitted W o i n t  to w regional samples in its testing, h e  Wisconsin Commissica 
reguired BearingPoint to test stabspecific data samples. See SBC Application App. A, Vol. 8, Tab 22, Affidavit of 
James D. Ehr and Salvatore T. Fiormi (EhrlFiomtti Aff.) st para. 57. aSpite this differmce, we agree with SBC 
that it is rearanable to conclude that mC individual stltc test scorn will be nearly identif.1 for most of thc OSS tests 
(awming the results are v i e d  at the same time) btuw SBC’s reporting processes and systems are largely 
common to all of its Midwest states. Id Indeed, as SBC notes, the Bearingpoint results for its Perfomunce Metrics 
Review (PhlR) tests in Ohio and Wiscoluin are identieal. Id 

Irn See SBC ComlVLawson AK, Attach. A at para. 2; SBC CottrelVLawson AB., A m h .  B (BearingPomt’s Third 
Party OSS Test for Indiana Bell) at para. 2; SBC CmlVLawson Aff., Attach. C (BearingPoint’s Third Party OSS 
Test for Ohio Bell) at para. 2; SBC Cottrelbwson Aff., Attach. D at para. 2. 

and Wisconsin retained BeuingPoint in May 

cmn ~ c t h  LE= (SBC cofall~amon M.), ~tt.ch. A w o i n t * s  TW puty oss ~ c s t  for tilin0is 
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80. As noted in our SBC Michigan I1 Order, Bearingpoint's testing for the four states 
was analogous to that previously considered and relied upon by the Commission in various states 
served by Verizon and BellSouth.- Specifically, BearingPoint used a "test until pass" 
approachf1o and took certain steps to maintain the blindness and independence of the testing 
process. Among other things, Bearinpoint and Hewlett-Packard Consulting, which 
Bearinpoint employed to serve as a pseudo-competitive LEC, relied on SBC's published 
documentation to establish a wholesale account relationship and build system interfaces that 
interact with SBC's OSS. In addition, the pseudo-competitive LEC serviced customers (which it 
obtained from SBC and competitive E C s )  by submitting orders, receiving bills, and conducting 
maintenance and repair activities.'" Moreover, competitive LECs provided live test cases, 
allowing Bearing!' -* u) test additional aspects of SBC's systems.'" BearingPoint a h  held 
weekly conferenr . s with competitive LECs and state commission staffto discuss ai'eas of 
concern about the wsts and provide updates on the tests' progress."' 8 

81. During May through June 2003, BenringPoint filed reports with the four state 
commissions that provided updates on its testing.)" In Illiiois, Bearingpoint found that SBC 
satisfied over 95 percent of the 4% evaluation 
BearingPoint determined that SBC satisfied over 95 percent of the 502 evaluation criteria tested 
in those states.'" Finally, in Wisconsin, BearingF'oint found that SBC satisfied over 95 percent 
of the 498 evaluation criteria"' As we did in OUT SBC Michigan I1 Order, we determine that 
BearingPoint's results constitute important evidence that SBC is providing nondiscriminatory 
access to its OSS.1" 

Similarly, in Indiana and Ohio, 

M9 SBC Michigan I1 Order at para IS (citing Bell Atlantic New York Order and BellSouth GewgiufZouisiana 
Or&) (Mer citations omitted). 

'lo The "tcst until pass" or military-style test meam that when situations arose where te- revealed that a BOC 
process, document, or system did not meet ocpectations, the BOC would respond by providmg a clarification or 
describing its intended fur and BearingPoint would perform a retest BI requind See, rg. ,  Bell Atlantic New Ywk 
Or&, 15 FCC Rcd at 3998, para. 98; Veriron Massachusetts Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 9011-12, para. 45. 

'I1 See, e.g., BcaringF'oint's Indiana Bell Interim OSS and Performance Measurement Stam Report at 8 .  

'I2 See, e.g.. SBC CottrelVLawson Aff., Attach. A at para. 11. 

' I 3  Id at 4. Furthermore, state commission staffrandomly monitored telephone calls belwem BeaiingPoint and 
SBC. Id 

'I' BdgF 'o in t  filed its most recent Mmics Update Report for Indiana on May 12,2003 (revised on May 13, 
2003); Illinois on June 2.2003; and Ohio and Wisconsin on June 30,2003. SBC EhrEioretti Aff. at para. 32. 

'I' SBC CottrelVLawson Aff., Attach. A at para. 1. 

"* SBC ComlvLawson Aff., Anach. B at para 1; SBC CotaelvLawson Aff., Attach. C at para. 1. 

SBC CottrelvLawson Aff., Attach. D at para. I .  

SBC Michigan I1 Order at para. 58. 
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82. As was tbe case in Michigan, Bearingpoint has not complctbd three of five PMR 
test areas: PMR 1 (Data Collection and S W ~  JMiItation and Validation Review); PMR 4 
( M h c s  Data Integrity Vcrif idm and Validation Review); and PMR 5 (Mettics Calculations 
and Reportins Verification and Validation Review)?” We describe the open issues in these tests 
below and conclude, as we have previously in our SBC Mchigun II Order and as did thret of the 
four state c~mmissions, that SBC‘s PerfOFmance data arc accurate and Since filing its 
joint application, Bearingpoint filed a m h c s  update with all SBC Midwest state commissions. 
Importantly, these reports show improvement in Btaringpoint’s testing results while providing 
no indication of any notable issue aff- data integrity.u’ 

83. PMR I .  This test waluatcs SBC’s data collection and storage policies and 
As of June 30,2003, Bcaringpoint’s PMR 1 test had three opcn exCCpti~ns,’~ which 

’” ~ g P o i n t ‘ s  testing of PMR 2 (Metics De6nitim and S-) d PMR 3 @ e r f o r m ~ ~  Mcasurrmem 
change MmBgmmt) is completed and all ofmc mhvtloa ’ csitsria (i.e., testpoims) m these two test mas were 
Wed. Sre SBC ApIicatim Rsply App., Vol. 3, Tab 9, Rqly Afkbvil of J m  D. Ehr .ad salvuore T. Fiontri 
(SBC EhrFiretri Reply Aff.) Attach. A at 5 ~ U i M  OSS Evaluakm Roject Report Meirks Update, filed Augun 1, 
2003). 
3M 

uampk, the Ohio Commission concluded that SBC satisfied all OSS-related chsddist quimmm. Ohio 
Cammission Comma&, App. A at 19. Accadingto &e Ohio CommiuiW, its m a d y  iwed Comphce Order, 
which allows for finmrLl sanctions, will ensure that BeuingPoWr P M R w  is completed inrtimcly manner and 
SBC will honor its wmmitmcn~p for m o r n  all pending T W  d PMR criteria Id. Silpfy, bawd on the 
totality of the eVidencs before it, the n M i  Comtniyim folmd tM SBC’s mnmwc*l pdommce data BIC 

s u f f c i d y  relirbk. Illinois commiui Comumb a 16. Spcifially, the Illinois Commirui considered the 
&aringeoint Lnterim PM Report, the Emst & Ycumg Performme Meas- 
performance data to competitive LECs, SBC’s internal and extend data controls, collabontin metric worlrshops, 
and the adoption of a process to ensure the eompletim of the Bearingpoiut test. Id a 2CU.2. ‘Ihe Wiscollsin 
Commission found that the overall BcaringPoint test results support SBC’s claim that its OSS astis@ section 271 
standards and the unfinished m.tw of the test docs not compel a finding of nmunnpliance. Sse W~conrin 
Commission P h e  I1 Order at 16. Likc the Ohio and Wiok d i o n s ,  the Wiswruh Gnwnission established 
procedures to- tbu SBC coatplaes this tcst Id If 17-18 (cxp*inins that, rmaapahatbinga, it will monitor 
SBC’s pcrformmcc duh and r o m p l i i ,  .ad hr cspblirhed an expedited dispute rssohdion proces for OSS 
issues). The Indiana Commission, however, stated that it was unable to 

access for Ume performance meacurrs, pmducts, and sewices rvbrrsthac isno retail ahalogue. nondwfnrmnatory 
Iadiana Commission Comments at 144. The Miam Commission thus deferred its *is of the commercial results 
for checklist item 2 to the Commission. See, e.g., id at 149. Becawe we detcrmiue that m may rely on SBC’s 
rcportcd commercial data, we find that SBC’s commercial performaace, as described below, demomtmtes its 
complimce with this arpea of checklist item 2. 

four state commissions have qpmnchd the incompk Barinepoint PMR test in dif~eren~ ways. F O ~  

the ava ihb i i  of raw 

. VrhabersBcproVides . . .  

See SBC EhrFiorati Reply Aff. at para. 8 & n.8. See also id, IuiWis OSS Evaluraion Project Report Metria 
Update. Spefifically, according to BcPringPoint, as of August 1,2003, BcaringPoint’s testing demonsbated that 
SBC satisfied approximately 64% of the PMR 1 evaluation criteria, over 32% of the PMR 4 crituia (with 600/. of the 
f* wing“- ‘ ”), and almost 56% of the PMR 5 evaluation criteria (with almost 18.h of the criteria 
listed LI indaarmnatc ‘ ). Id at5. 

’72 SBC EhrFioretti M. at para. 67. 
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are identical to those BearingPoint identified in the SBC Michigan I1 proceedii: 186 
(concerning SBC’s data retention policies), 187, and 188 (both of which relate to technical 
doeumentation).l’ As we determmd * in the SBC Michigan 11 Order, SBC has taken appropriate 
corrective actions to address these exceptions and, more importantly, these exceptions do not call 
into question SBC’s ability to process and calculate its data accurately and reliably.” 

PMR 4. This test evaluates SBC‘s policies and practices for processing data used 
in the production of the reported performance results.‘” In the SBC Michigun LI Order, we 
addressed one of the two open exceptions currently before us: Exception 181, which identifies a 
discrepancy found in Illinois, Indiana and Wisconsin between SBC’s source systems and its 
processed records for the performance metric PM 104.1.’n We note that the second exception 
open in the instant application, Exception 182, is the identical issue but applicable to Wisconsin 
only.’n As explained above, the Wisconsin Commission required BearingPoint to test state- 
specific data; however, since SBC’s systems are nearly identical across its Midwest region, we 
would expect that BearingPoint’s exceptions for PMR 4 would be the same across the four 
states.’” Thus, we will treat these two exceptions as one for purposes of our dysk,’~ For the 
reasons provided in the SBC Michigan I1 Order, we conclude that this BearingPoint test result 
does not bar a finding that SBC’s data are accurate and reliable.’” Most notably, SBC has 
demonstrated that it has taken remedial actions related to this ex~eption,~” the problem had no 

(Continued from previous page) 

or system characteristics did not satis@ one or more of dx evaluation criteria defined for the test Sse e.g., 
BearingPoint’s L n d h  Bell Interim OSS and Performance Mearurrment Staau Report u 9. The exception will 
remain opm until either the issue is resolved through rctcsting activities, BearingPoint detcnnines that tinther action 
is not wananted or possible, or the state commission specifically exempts the exception 6om further testing. Id 

.. 
84. 

BePringPoint will create an exception &r detcnninirg that a test indicates that one of SBC’s pradicts, policies, 

SBC EhrFioretti Aff. at para. 69. 

’z( SBC Michigan I1 Or& at paras. 29-3 1. 

31 SBC EhrFiOretti Aff. at para. 98. 

’*’ This metric measures the average time it takes to unlock the 91 1 record to allow the record to be claimed by the 
competitive LEC. See SBC/Ameritech Performance Measurement User Guide, Version 1.9, at 159. 

See SBC EhrlFioretti Aft. at para. 58.11.23. 

’19 See 11.307, supra. 

See SBC Sept. 12 Er Parte Lmer, Attach. A at 2 & n.3 (indicating that hese exceptions reflect the same 
BearingPoint finding). 

”’ SBCMichigan I1 Or&r at p m .  33. 

See SBC EhdFioretti M. at p w .  109-10 (describing SBC’s corrective actions begirming in 2002 and 
explaining that this discrepancy was identified by MY’S audit). Among other things, SBC implemented process 
changes both to ensure that manually unlocked numbers were included in its performance resula and to improve the 
match rate between 91 1 unlock and SOC records. ld; see also SBC Michigan I1 Order at para. 33. 
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material impact on the reported measurements that are the subject of this application,333 and no 
commenter has disputed SBC’s perfomarm ia this r@d.  

performance ~ s u l t s . ~  Within PMR 5, tbere arc four test criteria, one of which has been 

can independently replicate SBC‘s performance results using SBC’s unfiltered data’u As in 
Michigan, we agree with SBC that Bcaringpoint’s inability to replicate (ie., “ruatcmrtch”) several of 
SBC’s performance measures has no material effect on the March-July 2003 perfonname data on 
which SBC relies?” BearingPoint identified two exceptions in the PMR 5-3 test criterion, which 
tests wbether SBC is calculating each statc’s results consistent with that state’s buiiess des.J3’ 
SBC explains that it has m y  addrtssed the issues raised in both exceptions, Exceptions 1 1  1 and 
1 13, which, as was the case in the SBC Michigan II Order, no commentc~ disputes.u9 Therefme, 
we find that the open status of these exceptions does not affect our db’ . +ion that SBC’s data 
are reliable. 

85. PA4R 5. This tMlt ~~aluatctr SBC’S processts to Calculatc Statc-spc~ifi~ 

c~mpletely &Sfid.‘” Ofthe remaining three, the h (PMR 5-2) t c ~ Q  whether Bearinepoint 

(ii) EQYTcst 

86. In addition to the Bearingpoint tests, in October 2002, SBC requested E&Y to 

As in Michigan, E&Y evaluated whether SBC’s perfomtance results were 
expand its audit of Michigan Bell’s compliance with the business rules to incIude the other SBC 
Midwest 
calculated and reported accurakly and in compliance with the business des in the four states at 

SBC EhrlFiorati Aff. at pma. 109. 

SBC EhlFiorrtti Aff. at para. 114. 

SBC EhrlFiOrati Aff. at paras. 1 IS, I21 (cxphing that there .rc no open iwes in PMR 5-1, which tests 

’” 
’I’ 

whether SBC reports its performance rnam diraggrcgations eonsiprent with the busesss N~KS). 

SBC EhdFiarCRi Aff. at pan. I IS. 

”’ SEC Michigan I1 &der at pans. 35-39. Sa afso SBC E h r F i  Aff. at pam. 139-42. Finally, wing MY’S 
5% mataiplity stdad, describtd above in note 303, SBC notes that its four-stlte match ntc is 95.6 percent SBC 
EhriFioretti Aff. at 139. 

’” SBC EhrlFioretti AB. at 139. We note that Bcaringpoint hns iuued no exceptions in PMR 5 4 ,  which tests 
whether SBC excludes dsts in wxrdmce with each state commlsion’s business rules. Id We M e r  note that no 
commenter has raiscd my concerns rrgpdmg SBC’s pafonwxe m this arm. 

’’9 SBC EhrFiorCtti Aff. at pan. 128; so9 &O SBC Michigan II Ord6r at pan. 39. EXcepbiOa I 1  1 cOlICenU SBC’S 
a c l r m m t O f - n O ~ ” m d ‘ d c l a y s d  . 
p r o p  interpmabn of the business lules for PM 2, which calculates the speed of rcsponm to 
SBC Ebr/Fimtti A!T at para 128. 

yo SBC EhriFiorati Aft. at pan. 18 (notiugmUach BOC c l p p l i c a n t ~  EQY topfoma”substautidiy 
identical pcrfotnmce amwmmnt udit for its mpcctive pdnmmcc meamemam’’). 

”for PM 66 through PM 68 md Exception 113 relates to the 
inquiries. 
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issue in the application.”’ In its analysis, M Y  reviewed all 150 performance measures approved 
by the state commissions and in effect for the three months of its audit.”’ As we noted in the 
SBC Michigan II Order, UY’s  audit included parts of Bearingpoint’s ongoing metrics review, 
PMR 1 and PMR 3, and all of PMR 4 and PMR 5.w In each state, E&Y issued reports 
concerning SBC’s compliance with its business rules and state business rules, SBC’s controls to 
produce accurate and complete performance measurements, and WY’s testing methodology.’u 
Like in Michigan, on April 16,2003, E&Y issued its final opinion that all instauces of material 
noncompliance previously identified by E&Y in earlier reports have been comcted or do not 
require corrective action.’” 

87. For the m e  reasons as provided in our SBC Michigan I1 Order, we conclude that 
SBC’s data are accurate and reliable and we can substantially rely on the E&Y audits to support 
these findings. As noted previously, the Commission has relied on identical or similar audits in 
approving SBC’s Michigan, Missouri, California and Texas applications.” Since we find that 
the parties raise no new objections with respect to M Y ’ S  audits in the instant joint application 
than were raised in the SBC Michigan I1 proceeding, we reject parties’ arguments about the 
inadequacies of the EBCY audits.”’ Similarly, we again h d  no merit in the argument that since 
BeaingPoint’s test continues, we wnnot fully credit MY’S findings.= We have considered and 

”I See SBC Michigan II Order at paras. 17-18; see also SBC Application, App. C-OH. Tab 106 at 275 (Emst & 
Young, SBC Ohio 271 Performance Measurement Examination, Supplemental Report at I (datcd Jan. 13,2003)). 

HZ SBC EhriFioretti Aff. at para. 19. Because E&Y reviewed all meeics in effect in the application states, SBC 
stam that these audm were ”substantially more comprehensive than the audit E&Y performed in Misouri,” d i c h  
the Commission considered in the SBC ArkamadMissouri Order. Id 

”’ See SBC Mtchigan II Order at para. 17. 

yI SEC EhriFioretti AB. at paras. 20-21. 

”’ SBC EhrFioret&i Aft. at para. 22. See also SBC Michigan II Order at para. 18. E&Y dehed  ‘’material 
noncompliance” as when an exception has greater than a plus or minus five percent impact on the reported 
performance measure or if parityhchmarlr resuh is af€ected. See Emst & Young, SBC Ohio 27 I Pcrforman~~ 
Measurement Examination, Supplemental Rcport at 6. 

y6 See SBC Michigan II Order at p a n  21. 

%’ 

allegations concerning E&Y’s objectivity. See ulso AT&T Comments, Declaration of Karm W. Moore and Timohy 
M. Conmlly (ATbT Moore/Connelly Decl.) at paras. 32-33. Again, for remns set forth in our SEC Michigan I1 
Order, we arc satisfied with my’s independme. SBC Michigan I1 Order at para. 22. See dso Illinois 
Commission Comments at 18 (concluding that E&Y is objective); SBC Application, App. C-L, Tab 135 at pm. 
2939 (Illinois Commission Order on Investigation, May 13,2003). 

”* See, e.g., IUCC C o m m t s  at 8-1 1; OCC Comments at 5-8. We also disagree that SBC’s joint application is 
premature because of the ongoing nature of BearingPoint’s tests. See e.g., AT&T Comments at IO; MCI Comments 
at 14; TDS Mewcorn Comments at 5-6. As explained in our SBC Michigan I1 Order, the Commission has WVR 
required that all third-party tests be completed when the BOC files its section 271 application in order for the 
(continu ed.... ) 

See AT&T Comments at 69-80; IUCC Comments at 12; OCC at 12-13. We also reject comenters’ 
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rejected the same assation in our SBC Michigan II order and similarly we find it is appropriate 
to do s o b . ”  

b. bordering 

. 88. SBC Midwest’s OSS, i n c l w  its pmordering interfaces, is essentially the same 
in each of the application states as that which we recently approved in the SBC Michigun I1 
Order.’” Consistent with our detemuna . tion in the SBC Michigan I1 Order and the hdings of the 
state commissions, we h d  that SBC provides carriers in Illinois, Indisna, Ohio, and Wisconsin 

ry access to all pre-ordering functions.”’ In th is  section, we describc SBC’s with wn- 
pre-ordering systems, address their perfonaance. and reject wmmentcrs’ criticisms regarding the 
availability of SBC’s pre-ordaing interfaces and the accuracy of its loop qualification database. 

Competing carriers have access to threc principal electronic interfaces, including 

. . .  

89. 
Enhanc+d Verigate, which is a graphical user interface, as well as ED1 a d  CORBA, which am 
application-to-application interfeccs.)u Enhanced Verigate is launched from the web-based SBC 
Toolbar platfonn thot opaates with Windows and provides wmmtive LECs with plain English 
access to pre-ordering functions available from SBC Midwest’s legacy systems.’u While ED1 
and CORBA are different protocols and allow competitive LECs to select which format they 
wish to use in their pnxmkhg inkrfaus, they provide access tothe samepre-ordering 
fimctionnlity.’M Competing carriers are able to use any of the three interfaces to perform all of 
the key functions identified in prior d o n  271 ~rders.~’ The perfonnaucc data show that SBC 

(Contirured from prrvious page) 
Commission to &tamioe that the BOC hrr PrtidKd b sectim 271 obligations. See SBC Michigan U Order at 23 
(citing Bellsovlh Georgia‘Louiriana ordo, 17 FCC Rcd at 9028-29, para. 17). 

349 See SBC Mchrgcm I1 Order at pam 23. 

3yI See SBC Michigcm I1 Or&, pa. 59; SBC Application at 56. 

’” See SBC Michigan I1 Order, pua  59; Illinois Camnission Conmrents at 79; Ohio fhnmision Commcntr at 
147; W-in C d i m  colmnrms at I .  We m3c thatthe h d k m  Commhion dctkul fh detcnnination of 

”* SBC C o n r e h m  Aff. at parac. 56,59. 

heha SBC is in compliice withdmckht item 2 to the Commission. Lndisua Cormrum ’ ‘on Commcntr at 17-18. 

”’ SBC ComeuRawJon Aff. at para 59. Tbe term SBC Midwest refen wllectivcly to the five state local 
exchange carrier operations of Illinois Bell Telephone Company (rllinoi Bell); tadion8 Bell Telephone Company, 
Incorporated (Indiaaa Bell); Michigan Bell Telephone Company (Michigan Bell); Tbc Ohio Bell Tekpbone 
Company (Ohio Bell); and Wiseollsin Bell, h c  (wiscoluin Bell). SBC Colb’clvLawron M. at pan. 1 n. 1. 

3y SBC Colb’clthmon ~ f f .  at para. 55. 

355 See, e.g., SBC Cdi$omia Order, 17 FCC Rcd at 25690, para 81; SWBTTerm Order, I5 FCC Rcd at 18427, 
para. 209. SBC’s prr-ordering systems allow d c m  to perform functions required by our section 271 ordm PP 
well as s e v d  a d d i i d  functions. SBC‘s preordering system include the ability for d e n  to irquirc regarding: 
(1) address validation; (2) customcT service information (CSI); (3) telephone number (TN) resumtion and 
caneellstion of a TN ressrvstion; (4) common laDguagc location identifier d e s  (CUI); (4) d o n  kility 
assignments (CFA); (5) direaory listings; (6) fcmdserficc availability; (7) Primsry intmxchnge eanin 
(continued.. . .) 
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typically meets every benchmark or retail analogue, providing persuasive evidence that 
competitors have equivalent access to SBC’s pre-ordering databases in the four states?” 

necessary to integrate their pre-ordering and ordering systems. Specifically, SBC‘s three pre- 
ordering interfaces provide ‘parsed” customer service information pursuant to the guidelines of 
the ordering and billing form (OBF) -that is, information divided into identifiable fields.” As 
the Commission previously has held, a BOC’s provision of pre-ordering information in a parsed 
format is a strong indicator that competitive LECs can integrate SBC’s systems.ly In addition to 
offering customer service record information in parsed fom. SBC offers competitive LECs 
synchronization of all data fields of its pre-ordering and ordering interfaces.” 

90. We also conclude that SBC provides competitive LECs with the infomation 

91. Pre-Ordering Inreflace Availability. We reject CIMCO’s allegation that SBC’s 
pre-ordcring process, in particular SBC’s implementation of LSOG 5,  deprives CIMCO of a 
meaningful ability to compete with SBC.- According to CIMCO, under SBC’s LSOG 5,  SBC 
requires a more cumbersome two-step manuaVauto process for complex orders, compared to the 
one-step automated ordering process formerly available uuder LSOG 4.%’ Specifically, CIMCO 
states that under LSOG 4, CIMCO was able to submit a one-step order to SBC that contained 
placeholders for the various elements of the order (k, telephone number, trunk group number, 
circuit ID, route index, station numbers).= Under LSOG 5,  CIMCO states that SBC removed 

(Continued h n  previous page) 
(PIC)/ld primary interLATA Carrier &PIC); (8) loop prequalification; (9) loop qualification; (IO) network 
channel (NC)/netwok c b e l  interfaee (NU) validstion; (1 1) pending order status; (12) provisioning order status; 
(13) scheduling- both dispatches and due dates, (14) TN confumaton; (IS) remote access to call fonvardii 
(RACF); and (16) p l c d  TNs. SBC ComClvLawsoa M. at para 54. 

3y See, e.g., SBC Application App. A, Vol. 4, Tab 18, Affidavit of James D. Ehr Regardimg Illinois (SBC Ehr 
Illinois Aff.); SBC Application App. A, Vol. 5,  Tab 19, Affidavit of lames D. E4u Regnrdii lndiann (SBC Ehr 
Indiana Aff.); SBC Application App. A, Vol. 6, Tab 20, Affdavit of James D. Ehr Regarding Ohio (SBC Ehr Obi0 
Aff.); SBC Application App. A. Vol. 7; Tab 2 1, Affidavit of James D. Ehr Regardiing Wisumsm (SBC hr 
Wisconsin Aff); Appendices B-E. SBC har submitted aaual commercial data for almost 125 submeasures relating to 
the timeliness, accuracy, and availability of SBC‘s preadering systems. Wim almost no exceptions, SBC satisfiea 
all applicable m h c s  in the PM 1, PM 2, PM 4, and PM 10 familks - which medSure timeliness of responses to pre- 
order queries, the availability of pre-ordering databases, and the incidence of ”time out” transactions - in all five 
relevant months. 

’57 SBC ComClyLawson Aff. at paras. 63-64. 

”’ See SBC Colfornio Order, 17 FCC Rcd at 25690-9 I ,  para. 82; BellSouth Georgidbuisiono Or&, 17 FCC 
Rcd at 9078, para. 120. 

’- SBC ComelvLawson Aff. at para 64. 

3u) CIMCO Comments at 3-6. 

361 CTMCO comments at 3. 

361 CIMCO Comments at 4. 
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the plaoeholder functionality, resulting in a two-step mauual/auto proctss for ordering, which has 

argues that it should not have to fix manual pre-order requests to SBC.” 
approximately doubled the tUm-prod time as cbdapared to LSOG 4.= In addition. CIMCO 

92. We reject CIMCO’s claims, and agree with SBC that its pre-ordering process is 
ry.= SBC’s LSOG 5 pre-ordning process was developed as part of the Uniform no- 

and Enhanced Plan of Record (U&E POR), a collaborative process open to participation by all 
competitive LECs, including CIMCO, to facilitate pre-orderin& ord-, and othm functions by 
which competitive LECs order d deploy resold services and UNEs throughout SBC’s 
territone~.~ As of April 2002, effective with the releasc of LSOG 5 ns part of the U&E POR, 
SBC began to use a uniform 13-statc plltfonn for both pre-ordering and ordering fimctions.” As 
a mdt, SBC, in its Midwest region, adopted the m e  m u a i  pre-order process as that used in 
the other SBC states.’ We note that while the prc-order process for complex orders does require 
competitive LECs to fax a complete LSR when requesting TN rcxavah ‘om, SBC recognizes that 
this process has become cumbersome aud is committed to ’ * *  ‘ngtheprocessbyrequiring 
comptitive LECs to submit only those fields needed to rwexve TNs.“@ On August 22,2003, 
SBC began a series of trials to determine with CIMCO exactly what needs to be submitted during 
the pre-order phase for complex pmduct~.’~ Given that SBC had processes in place at the time 
of f i l i i  to quickly respond to competirrg LEC’s quests for this f m ,  we decl i i  to find that 
the fact that complex orders had to be faxed wanants a finding of checklist m~mpl iance .  

. . .  

clMcocanmentrat4. 

MI CIMCO commentr at 5. 

)6J SBC Application at 60. 

Lcttcr fmm Colin S. Smtch, Counsel for SBC, to M a r k  H. Ihntch, Secmmy, Fedenl CanmunicatiwS 366 

CommiUion, WC Docket No. 03-167 at Attach. (W Au$uJt 13,2003) (SBC Aug. 13 Ex P w f e  Lntcr). 

=’ SBC BrownlCothcWLam Reply Aff. at para. 133; SBC Aug. 13 Er Parte Letter at Attach. 

161 SBC BrownlComelYLawson Reply Aff. at pma. 133. SBC 
. cd the detlilc ofthis procau to 

~anpetitive LECS Via ACCCSS~~~C Lata CLECAMO2-198 (W May 14,2002). SBC Br~wnEcottrrlYLamon 
Reply Aff. at- 133. Aecordiagto SBC. the LSOG 4 p*oeholdascreated asitrutiolr in which SBcwasnquircd 
to provide this pRorda activity. in addition to n d  ordering activity, in aceordsacc with ordaing pafonnancx 

negotiated LS part of the Plan of Record Colhbmatim and that SBC notified compCtitive LECs of the huaaionslily 
afforded in LSOG 5 via Accessible Leffcrs and walk-throughs. Tbcrcfore, accordjne to CLEC online, a website 
developed by SBC to support compCtitive LEG within its 13- region h u g h  a single llccess poh4 the LSC will 
now ‘tchan thc prc-order information back to the CLEC [competitive LEC] within 72 hours of receiving the pn- 
order request.” SBC CottrelvLawSon Aff. at para 41; SBC BrodCottrclVLSWJOn Rcpb Aff. at paras. 135-136. If 
CIMCO doas not believe that the 72 hour standard is sufficient, CIMCO may raise tbc issue at the CLEC User 
Forum. 

’~4 SBC BrownlCothclVLawson Reply Aff. at para. 134. 

I7O SBC BrownlCothclVLawson Reply Aff. at pan. 134. 

staadards (1.e.. the 24 hour FOC M). However, the record show that the requircmmtS forLsoG5wc3.c 

53 

I 



Fedeml Communications Commission FCC 03-243 

Since SBC’s pre-ordering process was developed through a joint effort between competitive 
LECs and SBC, and is one that the Commission has approved in prior section 271 applications, 
we do not find that CIMCO’s complaints indicate that SBC’s LSOG 5 deprives competitive 
LECs of a meaningful opportunity to compete in the application states.’” 

93. We also dismiss RCN’s claims that SBC does not allow competitors to perform 
pre-ordering functions in substantially the same time and manner as the BOC’s retail 
~perations.‘~ In particular, RCN argues that SBC’s refusal to provide RCN with access to SBC’s 
Living Unit (LIV) database in a format that would be usable by RCN to scrub customer address 
data prior to address validation is discriminatory.’” According to SBC, the problem RCN is 
having is due to the fact that RCN is using billing information from the United States Postal 
Service (USPS) to populate the service address field on its LSRs, instead of using SBC’s pre- 
order address validation function.’“ Because RCN is using a service address based on the USPS’ 
records, instead of the address information available through SBC, the service order address 
sometimes does not match.’” The record shows that SBC makes a pre-order address validation 
query available through each of its three pre-order interfaces - CORBA, EDI, and Enhand 
Verigate.’” Such a query enables a competitive LEC to determine, prior to submitting an LSR, 
whether the service address to be populated on its LSR matches the seMce address maintained in 
SBC’s back office systems.’” Among other things, the pre-order address validation query 
accesses and verifies information in the LIV database before returning a response to the 
competitive LECs.’” We find that RCN does not indicate that it is unable to utilize SBC’s 
processes for pre-order address validation, which would enable them to access the LIV database. 
Therefore, we find that RCN’s claims do not demonstrate checklist noncompliance. 

94. We further find that AT&T’s allegations that SBC’s CORBA pre-ordering 
interface suffers from substantial outages do not warrant a finding of checklist noncompliance.’” 
Although AT&T states that outages of CORBA have increased significantly during June, July, 
and August 2003 and that recent outages have ranged in duration between 72 minutes and 2 

’” 
I n  RCN Comments at 1-2. 

’71 RCN Comments at 1-2. 

”‘ SBC Brown/Cotl~elyLawson Reply Aff. at para. 55. 

’” SBC Bro~CotlJelyLawson Reply Aff. at para. 55. 

176 SBC Brown/Cot&elyLawn Reply Aff. at para. 56. 

3n SBC Brown/CottrelVLawson Reply Aff. at para. 56. 

’n SBC Brown/CottrelVLawson Reply Aff. at para. 56. 

AT&T Comments at 62-63; AT&T Comments, Declaration of Sarah DeYoung and Walter W. Willard (AT&T 

See eg., SBC Michigan I1 order at para. 5¶. 

DcYoungIWillard Decl.) at p m .  34-5 1; ATBT Reply at 28-34. 
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hours and 2 1 minutes,3M the record shows that SBC’s #crformance under PM-4 indicates that all 
W a f  SBC’s pre-ordering intcrfaccs - CORBA, EDI, and Enhanced Verigate - wcre available 
almost the entire time they were scheduled to be available.‘” In addition, SBC’s performauce for 
PM 4-17 (OSS Interface Availability; CORBA Pre-orda) in all four application states shows 
that SBC’s interfaces were available well ova 99 percent of the time in March through July.m 
Therefore, as we. found in the SBC Michigan II &der, we find that competitors using SBC’s 
CORBA interhce are not denied a meaningful oppommity to compete.lU 

95. Lmp QuuZ@cation. We also find that SBC provides competitive LECs with 
nondiscriminatOry access to loop qualification informati01~~~ We do not find that ACN Group’s 

Thrce of the outages iniJunc were between 72 and 105 minutes in duration. AT&T DeYounflillard h l .  at 
para. 38. The 2 hour and 21 minute outage oceumd in August AT&T DeYoungNillard Decl. at para. 40. 

SBC BruvmlCottrclvLawJon Reply AR. at p a  42. 

Appndiccs E-E. We note, however, tbat in Apil and lune, SBC missed the relevant 99.5% benchmark by 
0.43% rad 0.06% rcspsdively. Such - miucr arc compCtitively insignificsnt. PM-I messurea the impact of 
interruptions to inmface availability oa tk competitive LEC community. According to SBC, if he interhe is 
completely unavailable. 1OO.h of the opraoe duratim is counted against SBC. In u9cs wbae IUI htafrsc is partidly 
availabk, 811 “avaihbility fsaa” - which is d as I pcrccatrgc, aod rcprcscntr the imp.a of he d e g d d  service 
to the competitive LEC community as a whole - is applied to the cakubtion of domaimc. According to SBC, 
examples of degraded service situations include slow rcspom on one of &e pre-orda services, such as CSI inquii 
or address validation, which can result in user time-outs. SBC BrownlCamlVLPwson Reply Aff. at pan. 45 11.41. 
Buf see AT&T Reply at 29 n.91 (stating that %e business impSa of a @al CORBA outage can be hq crippling as 
that of a total CORBA outage”). 

3u SBC Michigan II Order at pan. 62. 

3M See, e.g., PM 1.141 (Average R e s p a x  Time for Mlnual Loop Make-Up Information); PM 1.2 (Accuracy of 
Actual LMU Info Provided for DSL OITJGIS). Although SBC missed ihree loop makcup timeliness d c s  for 
several months, we find that SBC‘s overall perfarrmncc remained hi& SBC missed the 95% benclnnurk for PM 2- 
42 (% Responses Received wiKm 30 d, OSS intrrfaec; Actual LMU Informalion Requaad (5 or less loop 
searched)) by an average of 3.5% for March through July 2003 in aJl four states. Howcvcr, this appears to be 
attributable to a difficulty in -gating the data, and not due to a problem with aaual pdomance.  SBC SEateS 
that system changes necessary to monitor perfannrace for searches of five or fewer loops were not in place until 
Apnl7,2003. SBC CottrelVLawson Aff. at para 64. Thus, searches of more than five loops, which me expected to 
take longer, were included with the results for searches of five or fewer loops up to mat dste. SBC CottrclllLawson 
Aff. at para 64. SBC’s perfonapnce in May, following that correction, showed that it only missed the 95% 
benchmark by an average of 2.5%. and it met the bencbmarlt in lune and July. See Appdices  B-E. Given this 
upward md, we find the misses to be competitively inrignificnnt. SBC also missed the rpplicdbk 95% bcnchmair 
for PM 2-43 (%Responses Received within 60 seconds, OSS Interface, Actual LMU Infomath R e q u d  (grcate 
than 5 loops searched)) by an average of 3 I. 1% for April through July 2003 in all four states. However, the requests 
captured by this measunment represent on average less than 1 I% of all Actual LMU lnfwmaton q u &  in the 
application states 6om April through July 2003. SBC Application Reply App., Vol. 2% Tab 8, Reply Affidavit of 
James D. Ehr (SBC Ehr Reply Aff.), Attaeh. C at 1.9, 12, 15. Given sucb low volumcs (e.g., actual data show 86 
hansadm in lndiana in April 2003), a small number of requests retumed outside the 6O-second interval would 
cause a failure to meet the 95% benchmarit. Id With rcspccI to PM 243, SBC Midwest has established 
forum to focus on improvements to the rrsponrc tima for greater thrn five loop scswhd SBC has two issues 
under investigation: (1) synchmg up intanal timeotds and (2) resollltion of a known CORBA problem, which 
(continued.. ..) 

intcrd 
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criticisms of SBC’s loop qualification performance rise to the level of checklist 
noncompliance.’u ACN Group maintains that Mpwer has had to cancel 40 percent of its JXL 
orden in Illinois due to erroneous loop makeup i n f o d o n  it receives from SBC’s OSS.’” la 
particular, ACN Group details that SBC provides loops which are too long and with eqwprmt 
such as bridge taps or repeaters that will preclude the use of the loop for DSL service.”’ 
However, as we found in the SBC Michigan If Order. SBC’s advanced services affiliate readves 
precisely the same loop make-up information that is available to d l i a t e d  competitive LB3, 
through the same interfaces available to unaffiliated competitive LECs.IU As the Commissbn 
has previously held, any inaccumcies or omissions io a BOC’s database are not discriminatry to 
the extent they are provided rn the exact same form to both retail and wholesale customem.) 
Therefore, we conclude that ACN Group’s allegations do not warrant a finding of checklist 
noncompliance. 

c Ordering 

96. Consistent with our findings in the SBC Michigan 11 Order, we daermine thlt 
SBC provides nondiscriminatory access to its ordering OSS functions?” We first discuss SBC’s 
performance and then parties’ assertions that SBC’s ordering processes are deficient and n t  
a finding of noncompliance. These competitive LEC allegations fall into several categorim (1) 
rejection of valid ordm; (2) inaccurate service order completion notices (SOCs); and (3) 
inaccurate and untimely line loss notifications (LLNs) and billing completion notifications 
(BCNS).)~’ For the reasons provided below, we reject these claims. 

(continued 6um prcvious page) 
requires third-pany softwnre involvement. Although not a facsor in OUT decision, SBC MidwePt expatr its 
performance under PM 2-43 to improve once these issues arc resolved. SBC Application at 61 n.102. We a h  note 
that SBC missed the parity mCtric PM 1.1-01 (Average Response T i e  for hiand Loop Make-up hfomatim) in 
Illinois during each month from April through July. Ehr Reply Aff., Attach. C at 1. Since March, the average 
response for loop make-up hac averaged 0.88 seconds for eOmpaitive LECs v m  0.76 seconds for SBC‘s dp 
affiliate. Id. We do not find the diffnroee of .I2 seconds to be competitively significant. 

=’ ACN Group C o m e n u  at 29-30. 

’* ACN Group Comments at 29. 

’” ACN Gr7-p Comments at ?Q. 

3M SBC Michigm I1 Ordm at para. 64; SBC Application App. A. Vol. 1. Tab 10, Affidavit of Carol A. Chapaaa 
(SBC Chapman AE) at pars 23 n. 15; SBC Application Reply An . ,  Vol. 2% Tab 5, Reply Affidavit of Carol A. 
Ctrapmsn (SBC Chapman Reply AK) at 40. 

lr) QMWI Nine State 
9024, pm. 66. 

17 FCC Rcd at 2634546, para. 69; Verizon MassmhWlS Order, 16 FCC Red 8t 

See SBC Michigan II Order at paras. 65-77 

”‘ As noted in our SBC Michigan I1 Order, a line loss occurs when a competitive LEC loses a customer to another 
competitive LEC or to the incumbent LEC. A LLN notifies the competitive LEC of such an ~ c c u m ~ c e .  SEC 
Michigunll &&at n.206. B a s  inform competitive LECs that all activities necessary to establish service or 
(continued. ...) 
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97. Perfbnnance Measurements. The commercial data repoaad during the relevant 
SBC five months demonshate that SBC satisfies checklist item two with regard to 

consistently satisfies the performance standards for ordering metrics with few exceptions. 
Although SBC has missed the relevant benchmark for several metrics three or more times during 
the five-month period of review, based on the record More us, we conclrade that such misses are 
not indicative of OSS problems that are compCtitively significant.)9) For example, SBC's failure 
to meet several m d c s  in the PM 5 category, which measures fm order commitments (FOCs). 
can be attribvtcdto low volumes, which tend to skew the  result^.^ Additional$, ria noted in the 
SBC Michigun I t  &der, SBC's wholesale flow-through rates in the four states that are the 
subject of this joint application a within the range that we have accepted in previous 
applications.m Moreover, SBC consistently returns timely order confirmation and rejection 
(Cwtinucd 6um previous page) 
migrate m cad uoer Eudomer 6um one carrier to another arc complete and the eoolpctitivc LEC can therefore bcgin 
to bill the "lm for rervicc. Id. at pur 74 (citing Vwkon New Hampshindiklauwe a&, 17 FCC Rcd m 
18717-18, pur. 99, Vernon Pamrylucaia &der, 16 FCC Rcd at 17446, pen. 43). We note that while SBC den 
to BCNs 89 "post to biC' (PTB) notices, consistent with Commission preccdcnt, we will refer to thee notices as 
BCNS. 

SBC's adRing paformwec is caphued in the following funilia of perf- musursmcnts: PM 5, PM 6, 
PM 7, PM 8 (all of which npat the timlkwsr of SBC's completion notices), PM 9, PM IO a d  PM 1 1  (all of which 
rcport SBC's rejection md jeopsrdv wticss), PM 12.01 (concaning mecbmml ' pmvisiOnhg accmxy), and PM 13 

'91 See PM 12-01 (Meehra i  P m v i r i g  A m y ) .  AlthcRlgh SBC har barn unable to achieve parity for mi 
mctnc in Miam for fau months, rppmximrtsly 95% ofcompdvc LEcs orders in lndiana wclc pov*ioncd 
pccuratelyduriq the fivc moods of ourrsvicw. Ser SBC Ebr lndiaorAf€. m para. 47. 

394 See SBC Ehr lllmok M. at para 41. SBC stutes that duriug hhrch through May, SBC iswed 493,464 FOCg 
of whicb just 456 (a 0 . W )  wcre associntalwith ordutyper Clpnued by the following rnctrk PM 5-16; PM E 

Complex Bus (1-200 li)). which SBC missed thc bcaehrmrk in IUinoia t h e  tima during the five-mmth period, 
if SBC had issued four addi t id  FOf3 in Merch md one in April, SBC would have met the bcnebmark in this 
cptesory for t h e  months. Id Monovcr, we dcoprmine i h t  BeariqPoint's test res& involving FOCs support OUT 
coacluriOa. In W i  f a  exmpk, SBC nolmsd FOCs OIL B&o@oii's test orders within the specified interval 
f a  99.7% of ordas mst me sutaniaed clad pasusd ekxbunidy, 96.4% of FOCs mat were submitted 
ekcwomdy ' and input msnrully. lad 95 .W of ordw mat were submitted d l y .  See In- Commission 
cornmeats at 153 (citing BearingPoint's Indium Bell Interim OSS and Performance Meuurement Stahu Report at 
81C17.820). 

'I Sea SBC Michigan I1 order at para 66, no. 194-95 (citiig the flow-through rntes beforc the Commission in its 
SBC Michjgan I1 Or&, Bell Atkmtic Nov Ywk &&r, Verizon hikuzch& Or&, Vernon Rho& Island Or&, 
Verizon Connectrcut &der, and Verizan Vermoni Or&). In the instant appliation. the rates for SBC's UNE flow- 
through for UNE Loopa (F'M 1 3 4 )  in Ohio, &e only wc where SBC failed tomeet the 95%hcIunafk thne or 
more times during the five-month period, m g e  from 86% to 90%. We rgee witb SBC's contention that its 
perfonnmce in Ohio is attributable to a "m . 'on of Billing Account Numbers king con&cted for one 
particular CLEC." which cnusul affatad local Ssrvice requests (LSRs) to bop out for mud p e s s i n g  thereby 
lowering SBC's overall flow-through performance. See SBC CottnlvLawson Aff. at para. 1 1  8. Moreover, we note 
that SBC met the benchmark for this measurement in July (97.36%). SBC also was unable to achieve parity for three 
or more months in me or more of the rpplieation states for me hllowing flow-through snbmetricS: PM 13-02 
(resale); PM 1303 (UNEP); PM 1344 (LNP); PM 13-05 (LSNP); and PM 13-06 (Line Sharing). For PM 13-06, 
(continued. .. .) 

(which SBC'S flow-through rater). 

4 

32; PM 5-34; and PM 5-40, Id S p e c i l y ,  for PM 5-32 (96 FOCI Rcanwd wlii 24 Clodc Hn - Man Sub Req - 
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notices, accurately handles manually processed orders, and is able to scale its systems to process 
orders d projected future lransaction volumes, thus. as we found in our SBC Michigan I1 order, 
SBC’s flow-through difficulties are not competitively significant.’gL 

98. Rejections. We find that SBC returns rejection notices in a timely manner.m 
Several carriers allege thatSBC’s rejection notices are inaccurate and late.’= Specifically, 
(Continued 6um previous page) 
for example, we note b t  SBC’s aggregate flow-through rate wm high (ranging from 94% in Ohio to 97% in Illiois) 
and the volumes were low. See SBC €31. Reply AB., At@&. C at 3,10,13. See also id u 9.12-13,16 (explaining 
that SBC’s flow-through performance tor PM 13-03 WLS high, raoging from 93% to 95% in Indiem, Ohio, and 
Wisconsin). Similarly, for PM 13-04, SBC explains that the volumes were low so that if .bout a dozcn morc ordm 
had flowed through each month in Indiaaq Ohio, end Wwonsin. SBC would have achieved parity. See id at 9.13, 
16. We also find thrt SBC has taken several corrective actions region-wide to address its flow-through performance. 
See SBC ComelvLawson Aff. at plr.. i 2M2. Additionally, Bearinpoint determined that SBC satisfied all 

criteria both for orders designed to flc- : i g h  and for manual input of d c r s  that do not flow through. See, cg., 
Indiana Commission Comments at 155 (citing BearingF’oint Indiana Bell Interim OSS and Performance 
Measurcmcnt Status Report at 613-26.915-16). 

’% See SBC Michigm I1 Order at para 66. SBC has satisfied almost all PM 5 nibmeasuns (wiich rcport FOC 
thaeliiess) in all four states during the five-month period of review. In the few ihnances where SBC has missed the 
appmprilte benchmark, we detenniae that the d i h c e  is not competitively significant. For exampk, in SBC 
missed PM 5-3 1 (% FOCs Returaed w/in 24 Clock Hrs - Man Sub Req - Simple Res & Bus) in Wisconsin thra 
months out of five but by only 0.88% to 5% and we note finther that SBC’s performance is impmving (meeting the 
benchmark for this m k c  in Wiseonsin in both lune and July). Similarly, SBC missed the benchmark for PM 5-32 
in I l l i w i  three months out of five but, as SBC notcs, its performance would have to be nwly  perfect to meet the 
94% benchmark because there are so few orders caphued by this mebic. See SBC Ebr Reply Aff., Attach. C at 2. 
See also &aringPoinr’s lndim Bell Intcrim OSS and Performance Measurement Status Report at 182-92 
(deseribinp BearingPoint’s peak and s W s  volume testing of SBC‘s OSS based on future volumes). 

’97 We note that SBC met the benchmark in all four states for PM 10-03 (%of Rejects RaUmcd Within 8 Hrs- 
Manuel Rejects Received Electronically (MM)) and it generally satisfied PM 10-04 (Ya of Rejects Retuned Within 
24 Hrs-M~unl Rejects Received Manually (MIM)) in all four states. ACN Group allege that SBC was unable to 
meet an earlier reject metric, which was included in the March commercial data that are the subject of this joint 
application, and WLS able to have it modified to the current PM 1&3 end PM 10-4. ACN Group Comments at 19-20. 
We note that mmics are developed and modified through a wllabodve, with wmpctitive LEC participation and 
supmision by state commission staff. Three of the four state commissions expressly approved the modification to 
this metic and the fourth, Illinois, noted the change in its Order on Investigation. See SBC Ehr Indiana Aff. at para. 
14 & n.2O; SBC Ehr Ohio Aft. at pard. 18 & n.18; SBC Ebr Wisconsin Aff. at para. 18 & n.26; Illinois C o m m i s  o n  
Order on Investigation at 364. Moreover, BearingPoint concluded that SBC provided timely mechanized rejection 
messages in response to electronically submitted orders and noted that, applying the new bcnchnmk of 8 h o w  now 
found in PM 10-03, and 24 hours, now found in PM 1044, SBC met the benchnmk 99% of the time. See OSS 
Indiana Bell Interim and Performance Measurement Status Report at 796-98. Finally, we also note that the rate of 
SBC-osused reject mors has shown general improvement during the past five months. See PM- 9 4 2  (Percent 
Rejects - SBC/Ameritech Caused Rejects (Reflowed Orders)). In Illiois, this rate was 0.22% in Mmh, 0.22% in 
April, 0.43% m May, 0.13% in June, and 0.13% in July. In Indiana, this rate was 0.2OOh in March, 0 2 %  in AMI, 
0.1 I% in May, 0.18% in June, and 0.14% in July. In Ohio, the rate was 0.20% in March, 0.21% in April, 0.19% in 
May, 0.1 1% in June, and 0.12% in July. In Wisconsin, the rate was 0.43% in March, 0.34% in April, 030% in May, 
0.14%inJune,andO.l8%inJdy. 

’- See Access One Comments at 5-6; ACN Group Comments at 18-20; ClMCO Comments at 9-12. 
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CIMCO and Access One argue that they have been unable to submit complex orders 
electrwically using LSOG 5 witbout having those ordcrs rejected and thus falling out for manual 
haudliig.'B CMCO also alleges that its o& for customers that have existing contracts with 
SBC are rejected.m In its reply comments. SBC explains that complex orders, by their very 
nature, are complicated and more likely to geaaate mors by both the cmpetitive LEC's 
employees and by SBC's employes."" SBC has demonsmtcd that it has taken appropriate steps 
to assist competitive LECs with such complex orders (e.g., competitive LEC training, 
workshops, fiequent - if not daily - operational telephone calls)." Additionally, wc find that 
SBC is responsive to competitive L E C - q o d  p r o b l d  and that it has created solutions or 
work-arounds for Competitive LECs so that these cwiers may continue to submit their orders 
electronically while SBC completes a permanent solution.'''' Morcovcr, SBC bas demo- 
that the number of affected orders was small aud the problem were not of sufficient scope and 
duration to raise serious competitive concerns." 

99. SBC has also persuasively explained that it never refused to allow CJMCO to 

3w See Access h e  Cornmenen at 5 4 ;  ClMCOcolnmsnts at 9-12. We discuss LSOG 5 i swain  our change 
Menaganent d i m i o n  below. See i@a Put lV.B.2.g. 

4m ClMCO comments at 8-9. 

40' F a  cwmple, in m p m e  to CIMCO'r complaint wncming Ccnm orders SBC M)D that "Ccnmx accolmts 
can contain hundreds of lines, with mmy diffacnt 
order for each address, ennies in at leaat two lystcrms, nod additional infomution about the switch typc. SBC 
BrownlCotirclllLawnos &ply Aff. at ~ B L  121. SBC mviewed r r e v d  of ClMC0'8 odaa Md detprrrrmed ' 

mrjority of the ams -8 multiple submirri mxe nmikrpblc to CIMCO. Scc Id. at pas. 123-26. In 
addition, SBC indiutsd tht CIMCO'I Wure to follow SBC's CLEC Handbmk rsavltod in CJMCO's olatronic 
ordersforsccouatswnhiningmixedraviccotofail. Said at- 144(citjngCIMCOConrmcntrat 11-12). We 
notc that CIMCO has not contested SBC's various complex order analym. 

dl under tbc same Cmtrex block," which requires an 

thtthe 

SBC B r o d C O m l I h ~  Reply Aff. rt p~rar. 127-26. 

See. e.g., SBC BrownlCOrnell/Lam Reply Aff. at pa 142 (orplrioiog that SBC opened thra defect repoltp 
on July 23-24.2003 afta CIMCO rcporkd diffrcultia with Dina Inward Dial ordcn md C l d  111 three r c p l t a  
just o m  one mck lam). 

Set. cg.. SBC BmPmlComclVLamoa Reply Aff. at para. 139 (explaining that CIMCO wuld submit Ccntrcx 
orders clcmonidythrough a Jprradrbcetduikgthe scvenl wsda in July mat SBC ex@cncedproblnar wiU~ i!s 
LASR); id rt pro. 141 (statingthat it hithtcd achngc m p s t  to address a b f f i  Ratc Interf.oc (BRI) issue raised 
byCIMC0 and, in the intuim, Competitive LEc( m y  rubmit theii BRI orders el- . ywimeataia 
i n f o d o n  eontaincd m the "Remarkr" sation ofthe adcr form). We note that sevnal of the problem that 
CIMCO raised, aud SBC's respoascq d during our eoruidaatioo of SBC's applicdtian. Although we do not 
rely on SBC'S rcopolwa to find c m p l h c c  with this aspect O f C b e c l d i P t  item 2, we note that tbe isJues laid by 
CIMCO do not rise to the level of cbeddist noaeomplice. 

See, e.g., SBC BrwmlCo~U/L.dm Rnply Aff. at 1111.6263. Afler dctmnhhg that the percentages contained 
h these two foanotawere n o t c o n & n d ,  ' SBCindudedthose~cs inracxpmreIcOer.  SeSBCScpt12 
Er Porre L*trr, Attach. A at 3 (noling thathe prcsntllge found in footllote 62 is 0.3% and the percentage found m 
fwtnote 63 is 0.5%). 

bo3 
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convert an SBC end-user customer.'06 Rather, CIMCO's orders were rejected because SBC's 
systems did not rec0gniz.e certain information contained in CIMCO's orders (i.e., the calling plan 
Universal Service Order Code (VSOC) or the contract information that followed the USOC). 
SBC opened a defect report the day after CIMCO reported the problem and, while creating a fix, 
offered to accept a spreadsheet of dl of CIMCO's pending LSRs, which SBC would convert to 
the appropriate service orders.". With CMCO's agreement, SBC closed this repoH.on July 25, 
2003, and we note that CIMCO has not disputed SBC's explanation. Finally, in response to 
Access One's claim that most of its electronic orders are rejected, data provided by SBC indicate 
that Access One's rejection rates far excecd the aggregate competitive LEC rate.- For this very 
reason, as noted in previous section 271 orders and absent any evidence of discriminatory action 
directed against the specific canier, the Commission does not perform a parity or direct 
benchmark analysis of a BOC's rejection rates because a high rejection rate could be attributable 
to the errors of a competitive LEC and not the BOC.- 

100. Service Order Completion Notices. We find that SBC is providing timely service 
order completion notices (SOCS)."~ Several commenters argue that SBC issues inaccurate 
SOCs."' For example, Forte claims that almost 20 percent of the SOCs it received from SBC 

'06 

Io) 

SBC BrormlCoftrelVLawson Reply Aff. at para. 138. 

SBC BrowdCottrellRswson Reply Aff. at para 137. 

See SBC Brown/Cott~elYLawson Reply Aff. at para 59. See d o  id at AaaCh. J (showing that Access One 
received more than 181 different error ccdcs in the month of lune 2003). We agrce wim SBC thu thii variety of 
errom demonstrates that there is no systemic problem on SBC's side causing these rejection notices and we note that 
Access One has not contested SBC's statements. SBC Bm~CottrelyLawoon Reply Aff. at pan. 60. 

109 See SBC Michigan II Or& at para. 67 (citing SBCCdfwnia Order and SWBT Terpr Order) (further citation# 
omitted). We note that Access One has provided no evidence to refute SBC's explanation. 

'I0 Our tinding is supported by BearingPoint, which tested SBC's ability to rem SoCs in a timely manner. See, 
e.g., BearingPoint Indiana May 2003 Report at 881-02 (indicating that SBC satisfied this test, TW 1-32). Sec o h  
BearingPoint Service Order Completion Final Report. Finally, see SBC's performance eapamd by PM 7. For 
example, SBC met the benchmark each month in all four states for the following mchics: PM 7.141 ("9 
Mechanid Completions Returned w/in Om Day of Work Completion - Resale); PM 7.1-02 (9'. Mechanized 
Completions Returned w/m One Day of Work Completion - UNE); and PM 7.1-03 (% Msehanmd Completions 
Returned w/in One Day of Work Completion - UNEP). While ACN Group note that SBC has missed the 
benchmark for PM 7.1-04 (the same meoic but measuring L.") in Illinois, we find that the volumes for this metric 
are low. See ACN Group Comments at 22; see dso SBC Ehr lllinoir AK at para. 53; SBC Ehr Reply at para 18 & 
Attach. C at 2 (noting that SBC's perfonnmx har, averaged over 95% for this metric and LNP orders made up only 
0.28% of the total mechanized completions in Illinois during March through July, 2003). See o h  Illinois 
Commission Comments at 65 (fmding that SBC took "prompt and aggressive actions" to respond to SOC issues). 
'I' See ACN Group Comments at 20-22; Forte Comments at 3-5. We note that AT&T raised but then seeks to 
withdraw its arguments concerning SOCs. See Motion of AT&T Corp. to Withdraw Cenain Issues, WC Docket No. 
03-167 (filed on Oct. 2,2003) (ATBrT Motion to Withdraw). We note that no party o b j d ,  and Bcwrdingly, we 
grant AT&T's motion. 
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fkom April through June 2003 wen incomCt.'12 Fortc also raised the ism of invalid SOCs 
before the Illimois Cornmission in its section 271 proc~eding.'~' According to &e Illinois 
Commission, SBC's performance data indicated thet Forte actually d v d  bmcr d c e  (i.e., 
lower ratc of installation troubk reports) than what SBC provided to its retail opetatioll~."~ W e  
agree md notc that the data that SBC filed with the Commission also demonsme that SBC 
censistently achieves Parity for PM 35, which captures the pmientagc of trouble reports filed 
within a 3O-day period. Iudeed, the dsta show that competitors' cwtomem generally reported 
fewer installation problems than SBC's customm."' 

orher &&ring Issues. Several parties allege that SBC fails to provide timely, 
complete, aud accurate LLNs and BCNs."' These paties raised the same concerns in OUT SBC 
Michigan II proceeding."' As we found in that order, the performance data under review in the 
instant joint application show that SBC g d l y  satisfies the relevant metrics,'" and many of the 
commented complaints Eall outside of the relevant five-month period of review for this joint 
application aud involve isolated incidents that do not demonstrate any pattern of 
disc-~n-'~' Additionally, SBC's processes were the subject of Bearingpoint's test and the 
state commissions arc actively involved in monitoring SBC's perfonnauce in these 

101. 

102. We further find that SBC has taken appropriate comctive actions to address its 
past LLN problems, as highlighted in its rcspoape to two instances of mmuu LLNs reported 
by MCI. For example, as of May 1,2003, SBC now issues daily reports (Scniac Order Quality 

~ 

'12 Fmtc Gnumcntsat3. 

'I3 

'I4 Id 

41' See SBC Scp. 12 ErP& Letta, Atto&. A at4 (stating that since mnpetkivc LECs file mubk reporb whcn 
a p b k m  occurs in mC pvisiouing of a No Field Work order, those repora \would k aptursd in PM 35-06 and 
PM 35-08 - UNE-P No Field Work for residenticll aud busintss orders, respativcly). 

&e Illimis Commission cornmsntl at 64. 

'I6 SeeACNCirwpCom~~~~t~at  15-18;AT&TCommmts~t,t6467;MCICommcntsrt9-10. 

'I' so0 SBC Mkhigan II ckdcr at psru. 70-77. We will not repeat OUI aualysu pnwidcd in the SBC Michfgan I1 
ckder of identicdl claims made by compstitin LECs in both PIoCeedings (e.& MCI's claims rmcunhg two 
instances of mo11c011s LLNs). &e id  at n. 214. 

'I' so0, e.g.. PM MI 13-05 (% Mechmzed ' Line Loss Notifications Retumed Within 1 Day of Work Completion - 
All), whm SBC met the 97%bmchrmrk each month for all four rrtrtes; PM MI 1346 (%Medumid Line LOSJ 
Notifications Rcnnnd Within 1 Day of Work Completion - SBC Wintack), when SBC met UI~ 97% benchark in 
each state for each m&, PM MI 1347 (% Mecbmirsd Line LossNotificstions Rehaned Within 1 h y  of Work 
Complctioo - CLEC-WLEC), Whgc SBC missed the 97.h benchmarlr only twice @oth times in Wiscoash) in the 

'I9 SBC Michigan 11 Order at p m .  70,15. 

ua See, e.g., Illinois Commission Commcnts at 62-64, Illinois Commission &der on InvcStigation at 355-57. 

past five months for all four swes. 
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Accuracy Reports or SOQAR) comparing Certain critical fields on the service order to the 
corresponding fields on the LSR These reports capture discrepancies between the fields and are 
made available to competitive LECs on SBC’s lntranet. Accordiug to SBC, 27 of the 36 
erroneous E N S  that MCI reported to SBC on August 6,2003, would have been caught by this 
report if they had occurred after May 1, 2003.u1 SBC also makes available a “lines in service’’ 
(LIS) report, which provides a snapshot of a competitive LE’S  active lines in SBC’s ACIS 
database, including a list of the competitive LEC’s working telephone numbers at any given 
moment.” The LIS report enables comjx%itors to audit SBC’s records and this report, according 
to SBC, would have permitted MCI to discover six of the remaining eight mneous LLNs. 
These erroneous LLNs constitute a small fiaction of MCI’s lines in service and, thus, we find that 
they do not impede MCI’s ability to compete and are not indicative of any systemic problem with 
SBC’s OSS. 

103. 

.. 

One issue not addressed in our SBC Michigan IZ Order c o n m  the amount of 
time SBC requires to post a completed service order to its billing systems. AT&T argues that a 
major cause of the delay in the transmission of SBC’s BCNs is attributable to the ten days 
required by SBC to perform this task.‘n By contrast, AT&T claims that other BOCs require five 
days, at most, and that SBC rejected its request to implement in the Midwest region the standard 
that SBC follows in Texas (i.e., five days).* SBC responds that the Texas metric AT&T seeks 
to add in the Midwest region, PM 17.1, does not measure the amount of time from the 
completion of the service order to the transmission of the BCN.a Moreover, SBC explains that 
it initially expressed concems about importing this metric because of differences in SBC 
Midwest’s SOC and billing OSS architectures and because such a measurement would largely 
duplicate an existing Midwest metric, PM 17.’” Nonetheless, SBC states that it is willing to 
discuss a modified PM 17.1 and currently is awaiting competitive LEC approval of this proposed 

~ 

“I See SBC Application Reply App.. Vol. 1% Tab 2, Reply Affidavit of Justin W. Brown, Mark 1. Cotrell and 
Michael E. Flynn (SBC Brown/CottrelVFly~ Reply Aff.) at p. 61 ; SBC Scpt. 12 Er Pone Letter, Amch A at 4 
& Attach. B. See d o  MCI Comments at 10 (explaining that it reccivcd 36 U N s  for lines that wen still included in 
SBC‘s lines-in-service report). 

SBC Brown/Cot&elVFlynn Reply Aff at para. 56. 

‘13 See AT&T DeYoung/willard Decl. at paras. 60-62. AT&T also claims that in response to this Zenday period, it 
created a workaround (at a cost of over S80,OOO) that “stacks” (or holds) change ordm after receipt of a SOC and 
“forces them to complete in the absence of a BCN afkr a certain period of time in the hope that the ordm have, by 
that time, posted to SBC’s billing systems.” AT&T Comments at 66. 

See AT&T DeYomgNillard k l .  at para 61. 

SBC Ehr Illinois Aff. at para. 224. According to SBC, AT&T has not proposed the Texas PM 17.1 in the 
Midwest region but, rather, a modified version of it. SBC BrownlCottrelVLawson Reply Aff. at par0 83. h 
addition, SBC argues that ATBT’s proposal is based on PMs fkom other regions with different system architectures. 
Id. at para. 85. 

‘I SBC Bmwn/ComelYLawson Reply Aff. SBC states that PM 17 captures the same process with the exception of 
the achlal delivery of the notification. SBC Ehr Illinois Aff. at para. 224. 
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m&cm 

104. SBC's ability to post BCNs in a timely fashion was a subject of Bcaringpoint's 
tests in this region. After o h  one obsavation in this a m  in November 2002, Bearingpoint 
closed this exception early this yuu and reported no further BCN issues.q While SBC is 
unwilling to Commit to a fiveday benchmark because of the Midwest region's system 

it has provided data demonsbahg that the overwbclming majority of BCNs are 
sent in fewer than ten days. Indeed, in April, SBC postcd almost 94 percent of its BCNs within 
five days, basad on a California mcBsurement modified to reflect the regional diffcrrnccs in its 
systems.'lp Bawd on its current performance. we believe SBC has met this 271 criterion. 
Moreover, the parties, with supervision by the state commissions, have established a 
collaborative to address such issues. As SBC has explained, this very issue is pending before this 
collaborative and we determine that it is the approPriate forum, rather than a d o n  271 
pracedhg, to resolve this issue."' We also agree with SBC that the amount of time SBC 
requires to post BCNs did not force AT&T to create a work-around solution but, rather, AT&T 
chose to define when an order is “completed" for its billing purposes based on parametem 
different than those used by SBC. Presumably, AT&T's parameters are also different from those 
used by other competitive LECs because no other canier has commented on this issue.u2 

d. Pmvisionbg 

105. We conclude, consistent with our findings in the SBC Michigun Il Order, that 
SBC provisions competing LECs' customer orders in a nondiscriminatOry manucr."' Only two 
commentem, Forte and AT&T, express concerns with SBC's provisioning processes. 

m SBC Ehr Illinois Aff. at para 224. 

See, e.g., BeuingpOmt's Wiae Bell Interim OSS md performance Mcasurcma~t Stltus Rsport at 78687 
( i & g  that, after retesting, it c l o d  in ulrch 2003 aa obssvation c o n d g  SBC's Web OW systems fdiag 
to return Post to Bill responses). See d o  SBC Browa/ComclyLawson Reply Aff. at parr SZ & a%. 

' ~ 9  See, e.g., SBC Sept. 12 Er P m u  Later, Amch. A a! 4 (citing SBC AppUEatiOn App. A.. Vol. I,  Tab 6, 
Affidavit of Justin W. Brom, Mmlr 1. Cottrell md Michael E. Flynn (SBC BrodcotmlVFlynn Aff.) Attach. D, 
which depicts SBC Midwest's UNE-P billing proass). 

SBC Brown/CdtrclVLam Reply Aff. at pm. 88. 

'I' See, e.g., YerizonNewJerseyOrder, 17FCCRcdat 12343,para 138n.408(notingthatthcCommission 
accord, much weight to the judgment of coWrat ive  state proceedings and it encourages carriers to work togaher 
in such fola to resolve m h c s  and other issues). 

''I SBC BrownlCotmlVLam Reply Aff. at para. 99. SBC states that b defioitim of "complete" is when the 
mice  is provisioned uld the SOC nois rstlpmd to cbe initiating pay. Id We note that Forte's BCN allegation 
c o n d  supposed changes d e  to LSOG 5. We address change mmagcnient issues below. 

'" See SBC Michigon II&& ai pra 78. See also Illinois Commbsion Comment? at 67. 
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106. In previous orders - most recently our SBC Michigan II order - the Commission 
has focused on two areas of a BOC's provisioning performance: timeliness and quality."' 
Performance data meaSuring SBC's ability to provision competitive LEC orders in a timely 
fashion demonshate that SBC generally meets the requisite standards. For example, SBC meets 
its installation due dates with few exceptions, including SBC-caused missed due datesu' and 
customer-quested due dates,& and spends approximately the same amount,of time to perform 
installations for competitive LEC customers as for its own retail customers."' Moreover, 
Bearingpoint's test results support our finding that SBC satisfies this part of checklist item two, 
and no commenter contests SBC's provisioning timeliness.- Our record also indicates that 

uI See SBC Michigan I1 Order at paras. 79-80. 

"' See. e.& PM 29 & PM 30 (the percent of S B C d  missed due dates). SBC was unable to mect only om of 
mC 20 subm&cs within & e a  performanee melrics and only in one state: PM 2987 (% SBUAmeriteEh Caused 
Missed Due Dates - UNEP Busmess - Field Work) m Illinois. SBC achieved parity in July for this submetric in 
Illinois (missing only 2.1 5% of its due dates) and we note h even in those months where SBC did not meet the 
standard, the difference, 3.16%. is not competitively significant and does not wanant a Sading of noncompliice. 
See SBC Ehr Reply Aff., Attach. C at 4. 

in only a handful of them. For example, in Illinoi$, SBC missed the 97% benchmark set for PM 2842 (% 
Installations Completed w h  Customer Requested Due Date -POTS -Res -No FW) for three months out of five; 
however, we determine that the difference, ranging h 0.03% to 2.86%, is not competitively significaat. 
Moreover, SBC consistently meets the standard set in PM 2942 (% SBUAmeritech Caused M d  Due Dates - 
POTS - Res - No FW). According to SBC, since March. only hvelve of Illinois competitive LEC orders for rcsold 
residential loops not requiring field work have ban affccted by missed due datcs. See SBC Ehr Reply Aft, Attach. 
C at 3. Similarly, while SBC m i d  the 9799 benchmark in PM 28-04 (% Installations Completed w h  Customer 
Requested Due Date - POTS -Bus -No FW) thra or m o n  times in the appliution state., SBC'r ~ & o m c  
lunains high. SBC misssd the benchmark by less than a percentage point in Indiana and Wiscoosin, for exampk, 
when averaged over the relevant five-month period. See SBC Ehr Reply Aff., Attach. C at IO, 17. In addition, SBC 
data show that it causes very few missed due dates for resold b u s i s  loop withour field work. See PM 29-04 (% 
SBUAmrritech Caused Missed Due Dates - POTS - Bus -No FW). See d o  SBC Ehr Reply Aff., Attach. C at 4. 
10,13,17. For PM 2847 (% Installatiom Completed w/ii Customer Requested Due Date - UNE-P Bus - FW), 
SBC missed the benchmark only in Illinois and by narrow margins. See id. at 4 (noting that it m just 35 orders 
short of shieving parity during March through June combined and that it achieved parity in July). Finally, SBC 
missed the benchmark for PM 28-08 (% Installations Completed w/in Customer Requested Due Date - UNEP Bus - 
No FW) three or more times in Illinois and Wisconsin. Again, we 6nd that the mount by which SBC mused the 
standard is not competitively significant. In Illinoii, the difference ranged fiom 0.69.9 to 1.85% and in Wisconsin, 
the difference ranged bom 0.25% to 2.64%. SBC's performance has bem improving (ik. it met the benchmark in 
born states in July) and only a hction of competitive LEC orders for business UNE-P orders without field work 
have ken affcacd by missed due dates. See id at 4,17. 

"' See genera& PM 27. Indeed, the data show that SBC usually provides superior service to competitive LEC 
customen than to its own retail customers. See, e.g., PM 27-01 through PM 27-10. SBC missed only one mcUk io 
this family, PM 2745 (Mean Installation Interval - UNEP Res - FW (Days)), during three or more of the five 
months for just one state, Wiseonsin. We conclude that the differmces in this intend (Match 2.67 vs. 2.25; April: 
2.84 vs. 2.25; May: 2.97 vs. 2.37) M not competitively significant. 

"' For example, BearingPoint determined that SBC-Indiana satisfd all 24 provisioning criteria and provisions 
orden consistent with documented methods and procedures, on the due date, and in an accurate manue.r. See Indiana 
(continu ed....) 
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SBC's provisioning quality is strong. Speciscally, the data demonstrate that competitive LEC 
customers generally experience fewer problems Within 30 days of the installation than do SBC's 
retail customers.u9 Furthermore. we note that no competitor raises any concern about SBC's 
provisioning quality in this pmcedng. 

107. Forte argues that SBC is impermissibly preventing it b m  placing dial tone on the 
line from SBC's central offices." Amrdiug to Forte, giving its technicians this diagnostic tool 
would help them locate a customer's new line in a multidwelling residence."' Forte claims that 
it successfully completed testing in July 2002 With SBC to place tone on the l ies uing the same 
system as SBC, but that, as of today, SBC refuses to allow Forte's technicians to use this 
functi~nality."~ SBC states that through its Born Fide Request (BFR) process, it is willing to 
allow Forte's technicians to perfom this test, at no charge, in lieu of SBC dispatching a 
technician for dial tone trouble rssociated With new UNE-P lines viitbin 30 days of order 
completi~n."~ SBC also explains that Forte m i s m  how agenda items arc added and 
removed fiom the CLEC User Forum and, contrary to Forte's assertion, its 'tone on the line" 
issue was not removed b m  the agenda''' Given thc fact tht SBC has an established precess in 
place (i. e., the BFR process) to allow a requesting carrier to obtain this particular service should 
(continued h pmriw page) 
commaclion Conrmcntr at 156 (citing Bc&&Point Iodiror Bell Intarnn OSS md pafammcc Memuanent b u s  

B e o i n t  f d  thm SBC satisfied 76 of th 82 test aitair for provisioning functidv, five of the remPiaing 

suppoaedto be tested, m d  odyont ofthe 82 aiteriawa folmd to be dot &lied); id. Attach. Bat pan. 40 (n&g 

remaining six criteria were hkmmm$e ' ); id, Allach. C at pur 40 (noting tbat, io Ohio, SBC &lid 77 of the 84 

criteria was not satisfied); id, Ameh. D at pm. 40 (mentioning that SBC satisfied 78 of the 84 provisioning 

'" See PM 35 (YO Trouble Reports wli 30 Dap of lnrhll for POTS and UNEP) 

u' FoRe Comments a 5-7. 

"' FateCommcntsat5. 

"' Forte Canmcnts at 5. Addi t idy ,  Forte claim tbrt it ddsdthip issuC to the CLU: User F m  agenda in 
May 2002 but thn me item wss dropped h m  the ageada in Jmurry2OO3. Id 

Iu SBC Application Reply App., Vol. 3, Tab IO, Affidavit of loha I. Muhs (SBC Muhs Reply Aff.) at para 19. 
SBC states that ifForterequealsthis suvice outside of the 3-y Mod. SBC would msas a f u .  h addition, SBC 
would charge a 0n-e f a  for the corar to cnrtc a billing Wrface and for lmhhg. Moreover, SBC mdiicatts mat 
developmetlt for this service wil l proceed upon Forte's approval pursuant to the BFR pocess. Id. 
u1 

rt 921-935). Ser &O SBC C ~ W C ~  Aft, Amch. A at p. 40 ( ~ h h h g  in W O ~ ,  

six were &?gorid u "m ' "ducrlrd:ofcommaeul ' damsadfor the~orf sah lro tMwss  

tht, in hldhf~,  -0ht fouad tbar slthtkd 78 O f t b e  84 p r o V % i  f u a c t i d l y t g t  m b k  sad tbc 

provisioning h c t i o n r l i  test miter& six of the rtnuining swen criteria were indctcrrmnw . , sad only m e  of 84 

fvnctionality test criteria in Wiscoasin, with 111 nmaini six miteria catcgorizcd as in& . '). 

SBC Muhs Reply Aff. at para 21. In respoase to Fortc's asdol ls  h u t  the dlrbility of binding post 
assignments, and cable and pair assignments, SBC explainr mat any Compctitivc LEC up obtaia b i a d i i  post 
informatian h m  SBC's LOC at no charge, and it hr9 nevex nude avpilable cabk and pir  ~srignments to any 
competitive LEC mywhae in SBC's foOtprinr Id al pma. 22. See also SBC Scpt. 12 Er Pmte Lccter, Attach. A at 
5. We note that the Commission has neve requ id  BOCs to make avbiLble cable md plir a z l w b  to 
competitive LECs to comply with the obligations set forth in section 27 1. 
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it so desire and SBC appears to be working collaboratively with Forte to institute this feature, we 
decline to fmd that this issue wammts a finding of checklist noncompliance. 

108. AT&T contends that SBC is improperly limiting AT&T's access to SBC's 
systems by allowing only three AT&T production IP addresses through SBC's security 
fire wall^.^ As part of AT&T's proposed disaster recovery plan, AT&T seeks to shift its local . 
consumer M c  6om the Midwest to servers located in the South&. To do so, ATikT argues 
that it nceds another IP address that is recognizable by SBC's systems and, absent an additional 
IP address, AT&T maintains that it would be unable to offer consumer services in the hexitech 
region in the event of a disaster." 

109. SBC disagrees that AT&T requires additional IP addresses in order to establish a 
disaster recovery plan. Indeed, SBC states that it has already given AT&T three additional IF' 
addresses for each SBC region in 2001 ."' SBC states that it allows competitive LECs to 
establish three IP address combinations per hc t lon  @re-ordering and ordering), per 
environment (test and production), and per region."' According to SBC, there are no technical 
limitations that prevent a competitive LEC h r n  using, for example, a single IP address for 
production pre-ordering and ordering functions, which would then leave two additional addresses 
for disaster recovery." Moreover, SBC explains that its IF' address cap serves as a security 
measure because each originatiug IF' address represents an opening or breach through SBC's 
security fircwalls.'" However, SBC has indicated that its policy is not inflexible and it is willing 
to work with competitive LECs to obtain additional IP addresses."' We conclude that SBC's IF' 
address policy appears to be a reasonable network management practice and, in any event, does 

1u AT&T Comments at 61. 

" AT&T Comments at 62. 

u7 See SBC Sept. 22 Ex Purte Mer, Attach. C at 1 (explaining that SBC agreed to Ireat AT&T's business and 
consumer operations as two separate companies for IP address allocation purposes). 

SBC BrowdCottrelVLawson Reply Aff. at para. 108. Thus, accodhg to SBC. a competitive LEC could 
establish three direct connections to SBC's mote access facility for ordning and three conncaions for prc-ordering 
in the production environment for each SBC region. Id. Similarly, SBC states that three COMections caa be 
established for ordering and three for pre-ordering in the test environment for a total of 12 c o m b d o n s  per SBC 
region. Id (citing SBC CotalVLawson AR. at para. 44). 

"' 
regions, AT&T has configured its consumer unit to use only one IP address and epdhg parmer 1D comhination 
whereas in the Midwest region, AT&T's consumer unit uses three IP addresses across two aadmg parmer IDS. SBC 
Sept. 22 Er Parte Letter, Attach. C at 2. 

SBC BrowdCottrelVLawson Reply Aff. at para. 109. In hct, SBC explains that in SBC's West and Southwest 

SBC BrodCottrelVLawson Reply Aff. at para. 109. 

"I See Lmer bom Geofbey M. Klinekrg, Counsel for SBC, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secmary, Federal 
Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 03-167, Attach. at 1 (filed Oct. 2,2003) (SBC Oct. 2 €r Pone 
Lener). 
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not in end of itsclf wamnt a denial of tk instant opjdkalio& We note that AT&T and SBC have 
resolvaitheirP addrrss dispute d t b s t  SBC has agreedtomake tvailnbletoany carrier the 
same IP address arrangement reached with ATBtT, although we do not rdy on this resolution.u2 

e. MahhanceLReprir 

110. Wecoacluhethat S B C p r o v i d e s n o ~ ~ a c c e s s t o ~ ~ n a n c e a n d  
repair OSS M o m .  SBC has deployed the nuxssmy interfaces, systems, and perronnel to 
enable requesting umkrsto accespthe same maintenance andrepnkfunctionsthnt SBCprovides 
itself."' We M that SBC's pdomance data support a finding of checklist compliance in this 
area We also find that Bcprinppoint's test results demonstrate that SBC provides 
nondisaimiasto ryrccesstomaht6mu a d  repair Monal i ty .*u 

1 1 1. We speciscally iind that SBC restores service to competing carriers' customas in 
substantially the same time and mama'" d with a similar level of qua l ip  as it restores 

u2 See SBC od. 2 Er Pmre Letter, A M .  at2-3 &Ex. at 1. SBClrlso indicatestkt it will iociud€ita IPaddrem 
modification in the next update of its lmnwmua 'on F'mcedutus doclrmmt, availabk on its CLEC Online \web site. 
Id, AmCh. at 3. 

See Bell Atlantic New Ywk ckda, I5 FCC Rcd mt4067, p. 211. SBC provides umpethg cmriers with 
scverpl *om forr#lucstin% mpiatcauna a d  npatine trdks. Compztiug carries m a y ~ t h c  Electronic 
Bondq Trouble Admi&ddGra#~ical User htcrface ("EBTNGUI") sed the Ekcbunic BODdhrg Tmuble 
A d m i n i i o n  application-to-appli~m iatsrfaa ("EBTA") for access to maintcnraee and rcrpir Amctionalii. 
SBC Application at 72, SBC ComelVLawon Aff. at p. 139. 

uI See SBC CartnlVLmon AK, A M .  A, st p r ~ .  47-5 1 (Mut ing  thrt SBC &lid 98 percent of 
BewingPoint - .ad rCpair twting (exchding volume tsst miteria) m Illinoir); SBC Cotasllhwson Aff., 

(excluding volume tcst aiteria) m ladirrr); SBC Cdrcl lhnnan Aff., Attech. C, at pans. 48-52 (icating that 
SBC Wislied 98 perant of Bwai@o&tn&mmca md reprir tuting (excluding volume test aionia) io Ohio): 

nuhaawe and repair teJring (exchidiq volume tea eritrrie) m Wircnuin). We reject W C l @  r%umcng 
tht the h u e  of SBC'r pufommce relative tow timelhms of 
unresolved beeawe the Ohio commission mlegated the resolution of some OSS hct iodty  isam to perfonname 
pkns. OCC Commcnb a! 7-8. As wc disam &ow, we find that the tesIing of the perf- dam wm sufliciart. 
We also h d ,  as we have m other section 271 rppkaiiom, Wthe mintmaw and rep.ir fuactionJity b t  SBC 
provides to Compaitive LECs is sufficient for a flnding of checklist complisnce. See SBC COryarnio Order, 17 FCC 
Rcd at 25694, para. 86. 

"' Seegenerdly PM 38 (Percent Missed Replir Cammimenu); PM 39 (Receipt to Clear Durstion); PM 40 
(Pacent Cut of Service Less 'Ihan 24 Hm); PM 67 (Mean Time to Rsstore). In Wis~asin,  SEC met the parity 

- Dispatch) ( i i  misses in April lad June with competitive LEC pomntqes of 8.22% and 9.m aad SBC 
percentsges of 411% md 5.45%). In hdiaaa, SBC met the 95% bmchmrk for thrw ofcbr 6w relevant months 
under M114-05 (Percent Completion NotifiiCations Returned w h  'X' Hours of Completion of Mahtenmx Trouble 
Ticket - UNE-P - M e n d  - Next Dayxonly Wcating misses m March and June with Competitive LEC percentages 
of 91%md88.OS%). AhinOhio, SBCmstthe~~.c~forthreeofthefinre~monthsuudcrMI 
14-05 (Pacmt ComplStion Notiticatiaa?l Reaawd wrm 'X" Hours of Compietion OtMahWnmm Ttouble Ticket - 
UNE-P - Manual - Next Day)(only indicsting misses in March and Juue with competitive LEC percentages of 
(continued. ...) 

Attach. B, at pw. 48-52 (indicblng f h t  SBC d s l b d  98 psrcsnt of Bcuingpoht minmmue dw- 

SBC C m I l h w ~ o n  Aff., A m h .  D, UI pura. 47-50 ( i  tfut SBC h 6 e d  100 Of karingpoint 

. . ce ad repair, among otha issues, rsmrinS 

Jtsndard forthra ofhe five rekvtmtmoatbs vodcr PM 38-07 (Percent M d  Repair Chnmmen ' - UNEP - BUS 
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service to its ow. customers, with few exceptions. SBC g e n d y  met the relevant parity and 
benchmark standards regarding timeliness of maintenance and repair in all relevant states, with 
certain de minimis exceptions.'" 

112. SBC also generally met the relevant parity and benchma& standards regarding 
maintenance and repair quality in all relevant states, with a few exceptions described below. 
With respect to SBC's performance under measures of mahtenm ce and repair quality, we note 
that although SBC missed the parity staudard for at least three months under certain trouble 
report rate metrics in the relevant states,"' the mrd indicates that in most cases the disparity 
between the trouble report rate for competitive LEC liues/circuits and SBC rctail lines/circuits 
was minimal. We find that this small difference between wholesale and retail maintenance and 
repair quality is unlikely to have adversely affected competitive LECs in the affected states, given 
that competitive LEC trouble report rates under many of these measures are still low,- and that 
(Continued from previous page) 
88.17% md 85.66%). We note that evm undcr each of Ux m b c s  mentioned above for somc of the states, SBC still 
met the prity or benchmark standard for the majority of months under wnsidcntian. We thus do not fmd the few 
misses observed to be competitively significant 

See g m r d l y  PM 37 Trouble Report Rate); PM 37.1 (Trouble Report Rate Net of Installation and Repeat 
Reports); PM 41 @%'cent hepeat Reports); PM 42 (percent bouble reporb with no access); PM 53 (pc6mt RepeaI 

65 (Trouble Report Rate); PM 65.1 (Trouble Report Rate Net of lastallation and Fkpent Reports); PM 69 (Paccnt 
Repeat Repom). 
"' We note that SBC missed thc 95% bmchmulc mder PM MI 14-05 (Percent Completion Notificltions Returned 
Within ''X' Hours of Completion of Maintmaoce Troubk Tickel - W P  - Manual - N a I  Lhy) for three months 
in Illinois and Wisconsin. IL PM MI 14-05 (Percent Completion Notilieations Rctllrned Within "X" Hours of 
Completion of Maintenance Trouble Ticket - UNEP - Manual - Next Day) (indicating tbrt SBC miued the 95% 
benchmark in Illinois in March - 86.349"' April - 94.54Y6 aad June - 86.04%); WI PM MI 14-05 (Pewat 
Completion Notifications Retumed Withim "X" Hours of Completion of Maintcmnce Trouble Ti& - UNEP - 
Manual -Next Day) (indicating that SBC missed the 95% benchmark in W M m  in Mucb - 88.13%. April - 
94.16%, and June - 85.94%). Tbe record reflects, bo-, that SBC's puformaocc is minimally deficient for one 
of the t h e  months missed in eacb state, and in lighl of SBC's overall performaace under measures of maintenance 
and repair timeliness, we find that these isolated misses, do not warrant a finding - of checklist noncompliance. 

"' IL PM 37-01 (Trouble Report Rate - POTS -Res) (Trouble Reports/lOO Lines) (indicdng misses 
April, May and June with competitive LEC rarcs of 2.73,2.90,3.47 and 2.73, and SBC rates of 2.13.2.28,2.72 and 
2.25); IL PM 37-04 (Trouble Report Rate - UNEP - Bur) (Trouble Reports/1OO Lines) (indicating misses in April. 
May and July with competitive LEC rates of 0.77,0.89, and O.%, and SBC rates of0.72,0.81 and 0.85); M PM 37- 
04 (Trouble Report Rate - UNE-P - Bus) (Trouble ReportSllOO Lines) (indicatiog m h  in M m b  A m  May and 
Julywith competitive LEC rates of0.98,0.94, 1.08 and 1.82, and SBC ra t s  of0.77,0.76,0.88 and 1.01); OH PM 
3744 (Trouble Report Rate - UNE-P -Bus) (Trouble Reportoll00 Limes) (indicdtbg mipscs in Apnl, May, 
June and July with competitive LEC rates of 1 .OS, 1.02, 1.02, 1.00 and 1.22, and SBC rates of 0.86,0.85,0.90,0.85 
and I .05); W PM 3744 (Trouble Report Rate - UNE-P - Bus) (Trouble RepoI"1OO Lines) (indicating misses in 
April, May, June and July with competitive LEC rates of 0.74,0.77,0.61 and 0.76, and SBC rata of 0.54,0.59,0.51 
and 0.59) 

'" See SBC Applicatlon App. A, Vol. I I ,  Tab 33, Affdavit ofJohn J. Muhs (SBC Muhs Aff.) at para. 29 (arguing 
that even though performance under PM 37-01 and PM 3744 falls short of parity, competitive LEC trouble report 
iates under these measures are low). 

Reports); PM 54 (Failure Frequency); PM 54.1 (Trouble Report Ratc Net of lnmlhon ' andRepsrtRCp0rtr);PM 

M a d ,  
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SBC's performance is generally suEicient across all other PM 37 (Trouble Report Rate) 
submtasures.uo 

f. BWing 

113. We find that SBChas demonatrated that competing carriers have 
nondiscrimiaato ry access to its billing systems in Irdiana, Illinois, Ohio and Wisconsin. As the 
Commission has established in prior d o n  271 orders, a BOC seeking section 271 approval 

ry ~cce59 to bffling by showing that it provides two essential mustdemonshatenondiscnrmnsto 
bi l l i i  fimctions: (I)  complete. eccurate, snd timely reports on the service usiige of competing 
carriers' customers; and (2) complete, accurate, and timely wholesale bills." These biiling 
functions serve di&rent purposes. Service-usege reports generally are issued to competitive 
LECs that purchase unbundled switching, and they measa  the types and amounts of incumbent 
LEC services that a competitive LEC's end users we for a limited period of time.- In wntmt, 
wholesale bills are issued to competitive LECs to collect compensation for the wholesale inputs, 
such as unbundled network elements, used by competitive LECs to provide service to theiu end 

. .  

(i) Service Usage Repocta 

timely reports on service usage m sulxtaniially the same time and manner that SBC provides 
such information to itself." The m d  in this proCeeaig indicates that SBC provides 
competitive LECs with timely and accrnate daily usage files (DUFs), which allow mmptitive 
LECs access to usage records, includiag end user, ~cccss, and interconuection mrd~.~ Based 

160 See SBC Muhs Aff. at para. 30 (aping mat even though perfonmmce under PM 37-01 a d  PM 37-04 fills 
shalt of parity, pabmmce under the PM 37.1 d h w e @ m s  ' of tbc w e  measures typically me& parity). SBC 
also swcsts tha the results rmdcr PM 37, mcaswbg tbc a\nabcr of W l e  pw 100 Linsq nmy be s k d  by 
h e  fsctht tbc kumbent has e. largcrbue ofieddled licles, and thus tbe d o  of OadaJ to installed Liaes is k l y  to 
be sipificautly higher for wholesale thn for rsc.il smicc givcn Puity of inrtallrtioll uoublc roportr. SBC Muhs 
Aff. a t p a n  31. Takins dl ofthc e v i k a  iato arruidcmtion, we fiod that SBC's pdnmmcc \mdar PM 37 docs 

114. We find that SBC complies with its obligation to provide complete, accurate, and 

not dcprive compaitiw LECS amaningfirl oppaamay . tocompete. 
46' 

88. 
p W r  Nine Sta& Or&, 17 FCC Rcd at 26374, pua 1 IS; SBC Calfmio Or&, 17 FCC Rcd at 25696, para 

SBC Cdifmia Order, 17 FCC Rcd at 25696, para. 88. These reports are usually generated for competitive 
carriers on a daily basis. Id 

ea Id Thcse bills an usually gcnmttcd for ampethive & on a monthly h i s ,  and allow cornpetitorn to 
monitor the cost of providing service. 

S e o S W B T K a  olda, 16 FCC Rcd td 6316-17, p w .  163; SWBT T m  Or&, I5 FCC Rcd at 
18461, para 210; BellAtlanric New York Or&, IS FCC Rcd at 4075, pan. 226. 

SBC BrOwdGXtd/'Fl~ Aff. at plrs 17. Competitive LECS Use the DUFS to bill tbeb cnd-usrr 
eustomrs aod bill intarmm* carias. 'Ihe DUF m y  be delivaed e l e y ,  orviamrgactic 
(continued.. . .) 

69 



Federal Communications Commission FCC 03-243 

on &e record evidence, we therefore conclude that SBC's provision of service usage data through 
the DUF meets its obligations in this regard.' 

(ii) Wholesale Bills 

1 IS. We find that SBC has demonstrated that it provides competitive LECs with 
wholesale bills in a manner that gives competing carriers a meaningful opporhlnity to compete, 
consistent with the obligations established in prior section 271 ordm."' SBC h submitted 
evidence of its internal billiig processes and procedures, succcssll third-party t e a ,  and 
commercial billing performance to show that it provides complete, accurate, and timely 
wholesale bills. Moreover, in the SBC Michigan IIproceedin& we found that SBC has 
substautially resolved the prior mismatch between Certain UNE-P records in its retail and 
wholesale billing dr -me. Notwithstending SBC's showing, competitive LECs have expressed 
a variety of co- ifbout the ~c~uracy  of SBC's wholesale bills, and the adequacy of its b i U i  
processes and procedures.' As d i s c d  below, SBC responds by showing that it has intemal 
processes to address problems expeditiously as they arise, and that where problems have 
mured, they have quickly been addressed.- 

(Contind h m  pvious  page) 
tapdcarbidge, and comp*itive LEcs have the option of receiving their DUF file 011 a daily baais. Id Sce d o  SBC 
B d C ~ U r c l v F l y n n  Aff. at paras. 25.33; Appendices BE. Although ATBT argues that EBY's 
address wbaher SBC is generating accurate usage reports, AT&T docs not challenge the results of Besringpoiat 
testing. SP? AT&T Comments at 40; see also SBC Brown/ComClVFlylm AK at paras. 33,160 ( i i u d n g  that it was 
not necusary for EBY to examine tht DUF processes in light of the Bepingpoint review and noting that OM of the 
billing tests perfomed by BearingPoint was a Billing Functional Usage Evaluation (TW 8) which examined SBC's 
ability to capture md deliver customer telephone usage records to competitive LECs in a compkte, accumte and 
timety manaer). 

a We note that ATBT claims th.t SBC is sending usage records for customers rhst have discormeaed their AT&T 
service. AT&T Comments at 3637 (referring to claims raised in the Michigan procadine). MCI also &s similar 
claims (discussed below) regarding apprran disercpanck between tht usmge lccords it receiveo. information in 
SBC's April 30* lina-in-service report, md SBC's bills. MCI Comments at 7-8. As we slakd m tht SBC Michigan 
I/  @der, ATBT identified only a few, isolated problems with SBC's DUF files, which m do not find (0 be 
eompaitively significant, in light of SBC's DUF metric performance and au-ful thirdparty tcsLI. sbc SBC 

usage bills, because Fork does not provide any s u m  or explanation for this assertion. Fork CommfmLs at 12. 

does not 

Michigan I/ Order af para 1 14. We also find mpersuasive Fork's general claims that SBC Jeadp incOrrat UNE-P 

See QWSI Nine Slate Order, 17 FCC Red at 26374, para I 15. 

Cunpetitive carriers also raise concerns about the adequacy of SBC's resolution of the UNE-P records 
mismatch. Becaw we fully resolved this issue in tbe SBC Michigan I/ proeeedmg, we decline to readdress the issue 
h a .  kSBCMichig0nIIOrderatparas. 104-108. 

ly) In the SBC Michigan II procedmg, the Commission noted that om competitive LEC, Vmtcc, indicated it had 
"sem a marked improvement in the accuracy of [Michigan Bell's] bills" since January 2003, and that any bi- 
problems it experienced did not appear to "constitute vact. systemic or procedural billing problcms. These problems 
are discrete and independent ~ceurrcnce~ in a very compkx system." See SBC Michigan / I  Order at para. 88 
(quoting Lener from Connie F. Mitchell, Chief A4 ' ' ' 

Saneta y, Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 03-138 at 2 (filed July 14,2003 in the SBC 
(continued.. ..) 

tjve 0€6cer, VarTec Telecom, to Marhe H. Dostch, 
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